Chauncey Monte-Sano. 1 His latest Why Learn History When It's Already on Your Phone (2018) or the 2019 edition of Writing History: A Guide for Canadian Students cowritten by William Kelleher Storey and Mairi Cowan, among others, show that a critical mass of thought in this direction is available and something of a growth industry in publishing. 2 What leaves me a little cold about this pedagogical stream, however, is the solidity with which it imbues historical thinking -I know, an ironic criticism given the framework of my original piece. The concreteness of the didactic genre makes sense for readers engaged in policy and curriculum development, K-12 administration, undergraduate learning -the business of delivering historical education in a top-down kind of way. But this is not only a teaching issue, it is a professional, existential, and intellectual one that encompasses the label "historian." What, in practical, concrete terms, is history's place within the academy? In Canadian society in general? I don't think we talk about these kinds of questions with earnestness and humility very much in Canada beyond platitudes about institutional innovation, interdisciplinarity, and connections with communities. We have to start being forthright about the "how" of what we do, and what we expect others to do, in order to evolve. Then the "almost seamless interdisciplinarity" that American historian Jean O'Brien sees as characteristic of Indigenous Studies, and necessary for Reconciliation and the provincializing of history, can be realized across the academy. 3 Then the "nuanced, thoughtful, and contextual approaches that tend to specific relationships, locations, histories and legal-political realities," that Canadian historian Crystal Fraser and Canadian anthropologist Zoe Todd see as essential for "decolonial sensibilities" in the archive, can be better known, criticized, practiced, and taught. 4 To these, I'll juxtapose British historian Susan Pedersen's characterization, in her recent review of Richard Evans's new biography on Eric Hobsbawm, of "archival research" as "the foundation for most breakthroughs in the field of history, and understandably the main criterion for evaluation and promotion." 5 These three positions were not crafted with the others in mind but are related because they speak to what is "good" historical engagement. They are not necessarily opposed but are not the same, either. We need to dig into the methodological vagueness that is built into them as well as the distance between them as an opportunity to discuss how priorities in practice can be shifting and contingent, are chosen and subject to change. That fluidity can be a value-added for historical thinking in any arena. That, to me, is the conversation we're skirting around and I offered my "Three Points" not to foreclose a debate but to start one in a manner that might allow many different practitioners to buy in. I thank Cheryl Thompson for her beautiful and succinct explication of the literature on critical archival engagement, silences, and her role as an interdisciplinary scholar. Her admonition about the understatedness of my framing of the archive as "not so innocent" is well placed and her insistence on foregrounding the archive as a contested public space in the here and now is completely apt. I especially like her emphasis on approaching the archive with the question of, "finding frameworks for contextualizing doubt," which her interdisciplinarism compels, in a lot of ways, and is the kind of engagement that O'Brien, Fraser, and Todd call for. 6 Her conclusion, "ultimately, the subaltern always speaks, even when silent," is exactly what I was trying to bring forward with my point about resistance and how the presence of the missing and the unknown shapes events. 7 McCoy's provoking thoughts about history versus sociology and his wonderful observation that "Sociologists are comfortable being associated with their methodology" is instructive. 8 in the academy and beyond, feminist historians and those who specialize in postmodern, critical race, postcolonial, and queer theory, among others, are in some ways highly associated with their methodology and welcome, even court, these associations. Undoubtedly, the work done in these fields and frameworks to emphasize the value-added of historical analysis has enabled me to articulate my Three Points. But, still, the question of how, exactly persists in this historiography in terms of fully understanding the relationships between theoretical scaffolding, archival research, source analysis, and narrative output. Thompson's response is most welcome in this because her emphasis on "frameworks for contextualizing doubt" as the way to contest the archive immediately attacks ideas of historical positivism. Note the gorgeous interdisciplinarity of her piece's footnotes -this is how the conversation on archival theory is going on but is there a belief that history as a discipline is somehow disengaged from it? I was recently on a graduate committee where we considered doing away with theoretical training for PhD students in the name of speeding up time-to-completion. I was strongly against this because theory (social, communications, quantitative analytical, and so on) is how we connect to other disciplines; it's certainly not through historiography. Whether empiricists admit it or not, it is a central part of the discipline today and empiricism is a theory, anyhow. As McCoy writes, from his important vantage point of teaching history to future legal studies graduates, it is up to us to better articulate how historical thinking can be of service to the rest of the academy and world at large -if anything so that others know what we're actually doing beyond our topics. Moves to streamline and truncate programs put at risk the very interdisciplinarity most institutions say they value as well as historians' abilities to critically approach and engage in conversations about the archive.
Both McCoy and Park implore historical scholars to see ourselves through the eyes of others and work to make visible, even weaponize, for interdisciplinary audiences some of the ways of historical thinking that we take for granted. Thompson defines herself as "not an historian" but an "interdisciplinary scholar" (which I am not decrying, I am all for this) and follows that up with, "I set out to 'find' history, but I do not put parameters on where that journey takes me." 9 Am I reading too much into her words to catch the implication that historians are unhelpfully confined by parameters? This might be exactly O'Brien's point about provincializing history, but are we so confined? In Thompson's piece, is she advocating something categorically different than what a self-identified historian might? Perhaps the field is too uneven to say but I don't think the gap is so wide -this might be where we can build our future conversations. 9 Thompson, "Rethinking the Archive in the Public Sphere," 32.
Registering what we have in common is a clear first step. In her thoughtful work in editing this roundtable, Rilla Friesen put it before me that each of its participants, despite our different fields and diverse places of training, either implicitly or explicitly, championed the idea that to do history is to interrogate power and how the people and institutions that purport to wield it create spaces, sources, and narratives that indelibly shape the materials, methodologies, and output of historical thinking. Park's engagement with the question of hegemony, mine with choice and authority, Thompson's with archival theory, and McCoy's question to his students, "who decides, and what is the source of power?" all speak to not only common training and vocabulary but a common reasoning for why people should do history at all. 10 We discussed the issues within this roundtable through similar frameworks that allowed us to talk to one another. Emphatically, I would argue that these frameworks are not outlier positions; they are an indelible part of common practice across the discipline as well as the academy. Disengaging from interdisciplinary connection is unthinkable now, not because of policy or philosophy but because of practice. Given this, to recall a phrase from Park's piece, I'm cheering for Team Engage for the dual purposes of changing historical practice for the better and showing non-historians how enacting historical methodology can be not only empowering but provide indispensable leverage over the issues they study.
Finding that balance between historicizing for the sake of historicizing (some might call that a disciplinary fetish) and integrating historical knowledge with other kinds of knowing is, admittedly, complex. The main challenge may come in instrumentalizing historiographical thinking for wider audiences. I discussed this in my Three Points but placed the onus on other scholars to connect their work with historiography, rather than the other way around. Brent Brenyo, in his recent piece "In Search of Usable Pasts: Debating History, Citizenship, and Politics in Ontario's Classrooms, 1960s to the Present," makes the case for more historiographical thinking to be taught, beginning in high school, rather than historical thinking as it is discussed in Peter Seixas and Tom Morton's The Big Six: Historical Thinking Concepts, which are similar to my Three Points. His idea is intriguing but he falls into the trap of dismissing historical thinking as coming from an "implicitly 'postmodern' sensibility" that pays "minimum regard to the possibility of an 'objective' reality with which all meaningful and lasting historical constructions must reckon." 11 Certainly this roundtable's CJH/ACH 54.1-2 © 2019 overtures to power as an organizing concept for why we do history draws from postmodernism, as well as many other theories and methodologies. Brenyo, however, uses the term "postmodern" not only to describe but dismiss -as if scholars who follow this sensibility (to use Brenyo's term, I would use sense), are somehow less-than-mindful about their scholarship and not engaged in the "real" questions of historiography or historicizing the discipline. 12 This, to me, is unproductive and seeks to close off the discipline rather than open it up. Instead, I think, we need to focus on how historiographical thinking can work together with historical thinking. Brenyo's position isn't, in fact, categorically different from what we've presented in this roundtable and, again, acknowledging the quotidian practice of what he reductively characterizes as postmodern sensibilities is a step toward having a productive conversation about how historians and non-historians can come together in thinking about the past.
Park's rousing call to evaluate the exceptionalities of historical thinking, to use her terms, the stacking and unstacking of analysis that goes into historicizing topics, and its multi-scalar qualities are another way at coming at an understanding of how the hills historians can best make their stands on are contingent and exist within the constructs of historical time. 13 Her piece reminded me of another resource I didn't plumb for this which was Jo Guldi and David Armitage's The History Manifesto. Among other things, they advocate for scholars to double-down on our engagement with the longue durée or deep time thinking. 14 Thinking about the longue durée in pan-American history would be a welcome move toward decentering modern nation-states and settler colonialist narratives in much historical consciousness. This has been something environmental historians and Indigenous studies scholars have been doing for decades and one that I am sympathetic to but did not discuss in my Three Points. Perhaps that was a mistake: we abandon "deep time" at our peril as history, anthropology, archaeology, and environmental sciences are the main disciplines that value it and that makes historians comparatively rare.
As I write this, I'm also engaged in overhauling the graduate program in my department and we are considering questions like: how can we expect graduate students to display their mastery of working with primary sources when our program doesn't teach that? How do we as disciplinary practitioners operationalize our priorities? These are simple questions that
